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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to the appeal brief filed December 19, 2008 appealing from the Office action mailed 
March 10,2008. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The examiner is not aware of any related appeals, interferences, or judicial proceedings which 
will directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in the pending 
appeal. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contained in the brief 
is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

7,240,077 Edelmanetal. 
2002/0188636 Peck et al. 

2004/0064352 Gordon et al. 

6,313,855 Shupingetal. 
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(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3,5-7,9-12,17,19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Edelman et al. (US 7,240,077), herein referred to as Edelman, further in view of Peck et al. (US 
2002/0188636), herein referred to as Peck. 

As per claims 1,17, Edelman discloses a method including the limitations for a baseline web site 
that is primarily and ordinarily read-only, having a plurality of web pages being remotely accessible by 
authorized users through a network via client communication devices communicatively coupled to the 
network, the web pages having displayable information (see column 3, lines 15-31, where the baseline 
web site is considered the live web site that is currently published; furthermore, since the website is 
published, it is implied that the site is accessible by users through a network (e.g. the Internet) via devices 
such as a computer and read only since the users do not have access rights to publish source code to the 
hosting web server (see column 1, lines 11-33)); 

a mirror web site that includes initially a mirror copy of the baseline web site (see column 5, lines 
17-40, where the mirror web site is considered the copy of the live (i.e. baseline) web site (see Fig. 5) that 
the user is able to edit and then publish to the live web site at a specific date and time, it is initially a 
mirror web site because it is a web site that is initially (i.e. before any edits) a copy of the baseline web 
site; see Fig. 5, where a user can edit a mirror copy of the live (i.e. baseline) web site and column 6, lines 
8-12, describing how the facility provides a content change receiving tool/interface for the current release 
that is based on the state of the live web site) and that is remotely accessible by the authorized users 
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through the network via the client communication devices communicatively coupled to the network (see 
column 4, lines 7-1 0, describing a remote access and column 4, lines 40-47, where only authorized users 
are able to make changes); and, 

a web application running on the mirror web site to accept the user-made changes to the mirror 
information on the mirror copy of the baseline web site (see column 5, lines 17-40, where tools (e.g. 
image manager tool, browser builder tool, site merchandiser tool) are provided to allow a user make 
changes to the mirror copy that will be published to the live (i.e. baseline) web site at a specific date and 
time), one or more administrators being able to authorize the user-made changes such that the baseline 
web site is periodically updated from the mirror web site (see column 6, lines 14-17, where the 
administrator can preview future releases and approve them). 

Although the system disclosed by Edelman shows substantial features of the claimed invention 
(discussed above), it fails to disclose user made changes to the mirror information on the mirror copy in a 
cut-and-paste manner. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Edelman, as evidenced by Peck. 

In an analogous art, Peck discloses a software package for editing web-based documents where 
a user can select a web-based document and perform editing operations on the web-based document 
(see Abstract). Peck further discloses that the editing operations performed can be user made changes 
in a cut-and-paste manner (see paragraph 45, describing how a user can paste text cut from another 
document or another area of the web-based document). 

Given the teaching of Peck, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Edelman by employing a cut-and-paste editing 
function, such as disclosed by Peck, in order to copy text that has already been composed elsewhere 
instead of retyping the desired text. Furthermore, considering that Edelman discloses making changes to 
a mirror copy of a live website (i.e. baseline), it would be obvious that the cut and paste operations are 
performed on the mirror copy that will later be published to the live website after admin approval. 
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With respect to claims 2,20, Edelman in view of Peck further discloses wherein the web 
application is receptive to additional and replacement data serving as the user-made changes to the 
mirror copy of the baseline web site in the cut-and-paste manner (see Edelman column 7, lines 5-12, and 
discussion above regarding the obvious use of cut-and-paste). Edelman does not expressly disclose that 
the cut-and-paste is from other applications running on the client communication devices. However, Peck 
discloses the cut and paste operation being done from another document (i.e. other application) (see 
paragraph 45), it would have been obvious that the application hosting the document is running on the 
client communication device because the client is editing the mirror site from his own machine. 

With respect to claim 3, Edelman teach a method including the limitation for wherein the other 
applications running on the client communication devices comprise at least one of: word processing 
application programs, spreadsheet application programs, email communication application programs, 
graphics application programs, scheduling application programs, presentation application programs, 
streamlining video and/or clip application programs, and web browsing application programs (see column 
4, lines 7-10, where it's implied a web browser is used to access a web site hosting facility, and it would 
further be obvious, given the discussion above to copy-and-paste text so that a person would not have to 
type every single letter if there is already text written for them to copy). 

With respect to claim 5, Edelman teach a method including the limitation for wherein the mirror 
web site have a home web page that is regulated by a secure network connection through the network 
(see column 4, lines 40-47) and from which other web pages on the web site are accessible via 
hyperlinks (see column 9, lines 46-49). Edelman does not expressly disclose that the baseline web site is 
regulated by a secure network connection through the network. However, Edelman shows that the 
baseline web site can be a commerce web site (see column 1 , lines 20-33). At the time of the invention, 
a person having ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to provide a secure network 
connection in order to prevent hackers from stealing sensitive information such as credit card numbers 
and home addresses. 

With respect to claim 6, Edelman teach a method including the limitation for wherein the baseline 
web site and the mirror web site each have a home web page that is regulated by a secure network 
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connection through the network (see Fig. 5, where a user can log into edit mode from the homepage) and 
from which other web pages on the web site are accessible via hyperlinks (see column 9, lines 46-49). 

With respect to claim 7, Edelman teach a method including the limitation for wherein the baseline 
web site further has a plurality of second web pages to serve as electronic notebooks containing 
information related to and supporting the plurality of web pages (see column 4, lines 40-47, where 
different vendors can be in charge of their own web page (i.e. electronic notebook)) and different of the 
plurality of second web pages accessible by different of the authorized users via different levels of access 
accorded to different of the authorized users (see column 4, lines 40-47). 

With respect to claim 9, Edelman teach a method including the limitation for providing at least one 
server to host at least one of the baseline web site and the mirror web site and each server 
communicatively coupled to the network (see column 4, lines 7-11). 

With respect to claim 10, Edelman teach a method including the limitation further comprising at 
least some of the client communication devices (see column 6, line 60 - column 7, line 4). 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Edelman teach a method including the limitation wherein the client 
communication devices comprise at least one of: a computing device, a desktop computing device, a 
laptop computing device, a handheld computing device, a mobile phone, and a special-purpose device 
(see column 6, line 60 - column 7, line 4). 

With respect to claim 12, Edelman teach a method including the limitation wherein the network 
comprises one or more of: the Internet, an intranet, an extranet, a virtual private network (VPN), a local- 
area network (LAN), a wide-area network (WAN), a wired network, and a wireless network (see column 4, 
lines 9-11). 

With respect to claim 19, Edelman teach a method including the limitation wherein accessing by 
the authorized user of the baseline web site comprises remotely accessing the baseline web site through 
a network via a client communication device communicatively coupled to the network (see column 6, line 
64 - column 7, line 2). 
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Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Edelman as applied to 
claim 2 above, and further in view of Gordon et al. (US 2002/0064352). 

Edelman does not expressly disclose wherein the additional and replacement data comprises 
scanned-in information from non-electronic, hardcopy media. 

The general concept of using the additional and replacement data comprises scanned-in 
information from non-electronic, hardcopy media is well known in the art as illustrated by Gordon et al, 
which teaches a method including the limitation for wherein the additional and replacement data 
comprises scanned-in information from non-electronic, hardcopy media (see e.g. [0018], which implies 
this limitation because a scanner is used to input score information into the database containing all 
league information, which may be published on a web site, as shown in sec. [0026]). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Edelman to include the use of using the additional and replacement data comprises scanned-in 
information from non-electronic, hardcopy media in order to maximize efficiency of updating content to be 
displayed on a published web site, as implied in sec. [0015] of Gordon et al. 

Claims 8,13-14,16,18, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Edelman 
in view of Peck as applied to claims 1 and 17 above, and further in view of Shuping et al. (US 6,313,855). 

As per claim 8, Edelman, as discussed above discloses many of the claimed features. However, 
Edelman does not expressly disclose providing a plurality of wall-mountable, multiple user-viewable 
displays for mounting on the walls of the room. 

The general concepts of a limitation for providing a plurality of wall-mountable, multiple user- 
viewable displays for mounting on the walls of the room is well known in the art as illustrated by Shuping 
et al, which teaches a method including the limitation for providing a plurality of wall-mountable, multiple 
user-viewable displays for mounting on the walls of the room (see spec, sec. 2, lines 44-58, which implies 
this limitation because a room is implemented for a number of panel displays to display the updated web 
info). 
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It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Edelman to include the use of a limitation for providing a plurality of wall-mountable, multiple user- 
viewable displays for mounting on the walls of the room in order to improve upon updating pages on a 
web site, as implied in sec. 2, lines 10-34 of Shuping et al. 

In reference to claim 13, although the system of Edelman teaches substantial claimed features 
(see discussion above) it does not expressly disclose the baseline web site is for primary display on a 
plurality of wall-mountable, multiple-user-viewable displays for mounting on walls of a room, the baseline 
web site and the mirror web site locally accessible within the room. 

The general concepts of a limitation wherein the baseline web site is for primary display on a 
plurality of wall-mountable, multiple-user-viewable displays for mounting on walls of a room, the baseline 
web site and the mirror web site locally accessible within the room is well known in the art as illustrated by 
Shuping et al, which teaches a method including the limitation wherein the baseline web site is for primary 
display on a plurality of wall-mountable, multiple-user-viewable displays for mounting on walls of a room, 
the baseline web site and the mirror web site locally accessible within the room (see spec, sec. 7, lines 
29-39, which implies this limitation because the wall within the room displays the past web page of a web 
site and the current page/version of a web site). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Edelman to include the use of a limitation wherein the baseline web site is for primary display on a 
plurality of wall-mountable, multiple-user-viewable displays for mounting on walls of a room, the baseline 
web site and the mirror web site locally accessible within the room in order to improve upon updating 
pages on a web site, as implied in sec. 2, lines 10-34 of Shuping et al. 

In reference to claim 14, Edelman in view of Peck further teach a method including the limitations 
for at least one server to host a baseline web site and a mirror web site, each server communicatively 
coupled to a network (see column 4, lines 7-19, where web site hosting facility offers the live web site (i.e. 
baseline) and tools to edit the web site for future release date (i.e. editing a mirror copy of the website) 



Application/Control Number: 10/658,896 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2453 

and column 6, lines 8-12, describing how the facility provides a content change receiving tool/interface for 
the current release that is based on the state of the live web site), 

the baseline web site being primarily and ordinarily read-only, the mirror web site being initially a 
mirror copy of the baseline web site (see column 3, lines 15-31), and remotely accessible outside of the 
room by the authorized users through the network via the client communication devices communicatively 
coupled to the network, the web pages having displayable information (see column 4, lines 7-11); and, 

the mirror web site for user-made changes to mirror information on the mirror copy in a cut-and- 
paste manner (see Peck paragraph 45). 

a web application running on the mirror web site to accept the user-made changes to the mirror 
copy of the baseline web site (see column 5, lines 17-40, where tools (e.g. image manager tool, browser 
builder tool, site merchandiser tool) are provided to allow a user make changes to the mirror copy that will 
be published to the live (i.e. baseline) web site at a specific date and time), one or more administrators 
being able to authorize the user-made changes such that the baseline web site is periodically updated 
from the mirror web site (see column 6, lines 14-17, where the administrator can preview future releases 
and approve them). 

Edelman teach all the limitations as disclosed above except for providing a plurality of wall- 
mountable, multiple user-viewable displays for mounting on the walls of the room and wherein the web 
application is receptive to additional and replacement data serving as the user-made changes to the 
mirror copy of the baseline web site in the cut-and-paste manner from other applications running on the 
client communication devices. 

The general concepts of a limitation providing a plurality of wall-mountable, multiple user- 
viewable displays for mounting on the walls of the room and wherein the web application is receptive to 
additional and replacement data serving as the user-made changes to the mirror copy of the baseline 
web site in the cut-and-paste manner from other applications running on the client communication 
devices are well known in the art as illustrated by Shuping et al, which teaches a system including the 
limitation providing a plurality of wall-mountable, multiple user-viewable displays for mounting on the walls 
of the room (see spec, sec. 2, lines 44-58, which implies this limitation because a room is implemented for 



Application/Control Number: 10/658,896 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2453 

a number of panel displays to display the updated web info) and replacement data serving as the user- 
made changes to the mirror copy of the baseline web site in the cut-and-paste manner from other 
applications running on the client communication devices (see spec, sec. 9, lines 50-59, which implies 
this limitation because applications are imbedded within the invention for copying and pasting of the 
updated data to the web pages on the updated web site). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Edelman to include the use of a limitation for providing a plurality of wall-mountable, multiple user- 
viewable displays for mounting on the walls of the room and wherein the web application is receptive to 
additional and replacement data serving as the user-made changes to the mirror copy of the baseline 
web site in the cut-and-paste manner from other applications running on the client communication 
devices in order to improve upon updating pages on a web site, as implied in sec. 2, lines 10-34 of 
Shuping et al. 

With respect to claim 16, Edelman further discloses at least some of the client communication 
devices beatable within the room (see column 6, line 59 - column 7, line 2, where PDA is located in the 
same room). 

With respect to claim 18, although the system of Edelman teaches many of the claimed features 
(see discussion above), Edelman does not expressly disclose viewing the baseline web site on one of a 
plurality of multiple user-viewable displays mounted on walls of a room. 

The general concept for viewing the baseline web site on one of a plurality of multiple user- 
viewable displays mounted on walls of a room is well known in the art as illustrated by Shuping et al, 
which teaches a method for viewing the baseline web site on one of a plurality of multiple user-viewable 
displays mounted on walls of a room (see spec, sec. 4, lines 25-39, and sec. 6, lines 45-52, which implies 
this limitation because the communications devices are interfaced with the panels located in the display 
room through the communications network). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Edelman to include the use of a limitation for viewing the baseline web site on one of a plurality of multiple 
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user-viewable displays mounted on walls of a room in order to improve upon updating pages on a web 
site, as implied in sec. 2, lines 1 0-34 of Shuping et al. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 USC 103 as being unpatentable over Edelman in view of Peck in 
view of Shuping et al. with respect to claim 14 above and Gordon et al (Pub # 2004/0064352). 

In reference to claim 15, Edelman in view of Peck in view of Shuping do not expressly disclose 
scanning devices beatable within the room to generate scanned-in information from non-electronic 
hardcopy media as the additional and replacement data. 

The general concept of a limitation for providing one or more scanning devices beatable within 
the room to generate scanned-in information from non-electronic hardcopy media as the additional and 
replacement data is well known in the art as illustrated by Gordon et al, which teaches a method including 
the limitation for providing one or more scanning devices beatable within the room to generate scanned- 
in information from non-electronic hardcopy media as the additional and replacement data (see e.g. 
[0018], which implies this limitation because a scanner is used to input score information into the 
database containing all league information, which may be published on a web site, as shown in sec. 
[0026]). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Edelman to include the use of a limitation for providing one or more scanning devices beatable 
within the room to generate scanned-in information from non-electronic hardcopy media as the additional 
and replacement data in order to maximize efficiency of updating content to be displayed on a published 
web site, as implied in sec. [001 5] of Gordon et al. 

(10) Response to Argument 

A) Appellant contends that Edelman in view of Peck fail to disclose a web application 
running on the mirror web site to accept user-made changes to the mirror copy of the baseline web site in 
a cut-and-paste-manner, with administrators being able to authorize the user-made changes such that the 
baseline web site is periodically updated from the mirror web site. 
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In considering A), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Edelman discloses a mirror web site in 
the form of an editable web site that is a mirror copy of a "live" web site that can be edited using functions 
such as editing the layout and inline messages (see column 5, lines 17-40). The "live" web site is 
considered the baseline web site because users can edit its mirrored copy (see Fig. 5) and update the 
"live" web site according to a specific schedule. The web application is considered the tools (e.g. image 
manager tool, browser builder tool, site merchandiser tool) that can run on the mirror web site so users 
can edit its contents. Administrators can authorize the changes made to the web site by previewing the 
edited contents that are scheduled to update the "live" (baseline) web site and approve them (see column 
6, lines 14-17) and the "live" (baseline) web site is updated periodically according to the schedule. 

Peck was used to disclose the cut and paste feature of the claimed invention. Peck showed that 
a cut and paste operation could be performed to add content from a document to an area of a web-based 
document. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use cut and paste to update 
the mirror copy in order to quickly transfer information to the mirror copy to get it ready for deployment to 
the live web site. 

B) Appellant contends that Shuping and Gordon do not compensate for the deficiencies of 
Edelman and Peck. 

In considering B), the Examiner incorporated the Shuping reference to disclose the wall- 
mountable, multiple user-viewable displays and Gordon to disclose scanned in information from non- 
electronic hardcopy media. They were not introduced to remedy the claim limitation of a web application 
running on the mirror web site to accept user-made changes to the mirror copy of the baseline web site in 
a cut-and-paste-manner, with administrators being able to authorize the user-made changes such that the 
baseline web site is periodically updated from the mirror web site. 

C) Appellant contends that there is no motivation to combine Edelman and Peck. 

In considering C), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to Appellant's argument that 
there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
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established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, Peck teaches a software package for editing web-based documents showing that 
Edelman and Peck are in the same field of endeavor regarding editing web pages. Peck further discloses 
editing operations performed can be user made changes in a cut and paste manner. One of ordinary skill 
in the art would have found it obvious to use cut and paste to edit web pages to quickly transfer 
information from a web document to another web document to avoid retyping text or html code. 
Therefore, it would be obvious to combine the teachings of Edelman and Peck. 

D) Appellant contends there is no motivation to combine Gordon with Edelman in view of 

Peck. 

In considering D), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to Appellant's argument that 
there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, Gordon teaches that non-electronic information can be scanned in to become 
electronic information. One of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to use the idea of 
scanned in non-electronic documents because some documents are not available electronically and 
therefore must be converted to electronic form in order to be posted on a web site. Therefore, it would be 
obvious to combine the teachings of Gordon with Edelman in view of Peck. 

E) Appellant contends that there is no motivation to combine Shuping with Edelman in view 

of Peck. 
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In considering E), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to Appellant's argument that 
there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, it is obvious that productivity is increased when more than one web page can be 
displayed at a time. Being that they are on a wall, a team of web developers could suggest changes to 
the web site at the same time while looking at the baseline web site on one display and comparing the 
mirror web site on the other display. Therefore, it would be obvious to combine the teachings of Shuping 
with Edelman in view of Peck in order to increase productivity. 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the Related Appeals 
and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Philip J Chea/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2453 

3/31/09 

Conferees: 
/Salad Abdullahi/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2457 
Ario Etienne 
/ARIO ETIENNE/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2457 



